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Executive Summary 
 
The Government of Sri Lanka’s Education Sector Development Framework and Programme 
(ESDFP) initiated a major development innovation for primary and secondary education for 
the period 2006-2010. Their strategy was organized around four key themes: improving 
equitable access to basic and secondary education; improving the quality of basic and 
secondary education; enhancing the economic efficiency and equity of resource allocation; 
and strengthening service delivery (Ministry of Education, 2007). Under each theme there 
were a number of key development initiatives. Among these, the Programme for School 
Improvement, through which the government sought to introduce school-based management, 
constituted an important innovation. A smaller intervention, the School Report Card 
Programme, was also introduced to inform schools on their performance.  
 
The Programme for School Improvement (PSI) 
 
The PSI was designed to bring about radical change in the culture of schools through the 
establishment of management structures and the provision of training and support services in 
which: (a) the participation of parents and community in the work of the school was 
increased; and (b) the quality of student learning became a major focus. More specifically, the 
PSI was designed to achieve: 
 
a) Active involvement of the school community (parents, teachers, and past pupils) in the 
running of the school. 
b) Planned development of the school. 
c) Effective utilization of resources. 
d) Improved performance in curricular and co-curricular activities through cooperation 
between schools and communities. 
e) Creation of congruence between staff training and school needs. 
f) Strengthening of school-community relationships. 
g) Entrusting responsibility for the school to the School Development Committee, thus 
ensuring accountability (Ministry of Education, 2005). 
 
The School Report Card Programme (SRCP) 
 
The SRCP was implemented on a relatively small scale at the same time that the PSI was 
introduced. The premise was that the school community—principals, teachers, parents, and 
students—should receive regular information on their school’s performance through a “report 
card” to enable schools to improve their performance, either by stimulating low-performance 
school communities to action, or by encouraging high-performance schools to strive even 
harder.  The “report cards” were to be filled out by school personnel at the end of the school 
year and distributed to parents and School Development Committee (SDC) members. These 
progress reports contained basic institutional information, and some record of teacher and 
student performance such as average teacher/student attendance, failure and dropout rates, 
school pass percentages on Grades 5, General Certificate of Education Ordinary and 
Advanced Levels (GCE O-Level and GCE A-Level) examinations, and funds available to—
and activities of—the school’s SDC.  
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Evaluation Design 
 
The PSI began implementation in 2006 in all schools in the eight1 selected ‘education zones’ 
in Sri Lanka. The SRCP was implemented on a pilot basis in selected schools in the eight 
zones, as well as in eight other education zones. The two initiatives were designed to allow 
researchers to estimate programmatic impact on students’ educational outcomes. To this end, 
our sample of 200 schools was divided into four sets of 50 schools each. One group consisted 
of schools in which the PSI was to be implemented.  The second group comprised schools in 
which the SRCP was to be implemented, and the third group, in which both programs were to 
be implemented.  The fourth cluster served as the “control” group of schools, in which neither 
program was implemented.  The division of these 200 schools into the four groups was made 
in a purely randomized manner, which facilitates estimation of the impact of the two 
programs. Baseline data2
 
 were collected in 2006 for all 200 schools before either program was 
implemented, and follow-up data were collected in 2008, two years after program 
implementation 
The objective of this study was to gauge the impact of the Education Sector Development 
Framework and Programme’s (ESDFP) two significant interventions—the PSI and the 
SRCP—on the educational outcomes of Grade IV Sri Lankan students, with special emphasis 
on English language and Mathematics performance. It sought to further understand 
performance in comparison with the control group.  
 
As per the evaluation design, our sample was divided into the above-mentioned four 
groupings of schools. At the commencement of the study, the students and schools in the four 
groups exhibited similar characteristics and learning outcome levels. It should be noted here 
that our research design incorporated controls for student, family background, and school 
characteristics in such a way that, if student learning outcomes in the different groups of 
schools were significantly at variance from that of the control group at the time of the final 
survey, this difference could be attributed to the impact of the relevant program. 
 
Results and Findings 
 
Overall, our findings illustrate that the schools in which the PSI was implemented performed 
well in terms of improving the cognitive abilities of their primary school students. This is an 
encouraging and positive finding. Discussions with stakeholders (education officials, school 
principals, teachers, parents and students) suggested that a range of processes—including 
better teacher and parental involvement with the children, both at school and in the home—
are likely to have contributed to this outcome.  
 
In the local communities, stakeholders, including parents, past pupils and well-wishers, 
involved themselves closely with various aspects of school administration through school 
development committees (SDC). This presented the schools with the additional management 
                                                     
1  In 2006, there were only 8 provinces in Sri Lanka. Following a court decision, a 9th province came into being in 2007.  
2 Baseline data is basic information gathered on a program before its commencement. It is used later on to provide a comparison for 
assessing program impact. 
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support critical to improving the learning potential of their pupils. Additionally, the 
committees were proactive in resource mobilization for school development projects, over 
and above the funds received from provincial councils or the central government. To improve 
the English language skills of the children, the committees helped to build a stock of 
children’s books, and facilitated theater and musical events. For mathematical skills 
development, the committees implemented numeracy advancing games and activities with an 
especial focus on the fun element, important for enticing primary school children. 
 
The formation of SDCs provided the schools with a sense of order and method. The 
committee’s regular meetings and continual interactions with the school management teams 
contributed to enhanced management of the schools, particularly with regard to the goal of 
promoting learning.  
 
In poorer communities, it was observed that the parents of children also benefited from the 
school-community interactions. Parents imbibed the importance of facilitating activities at 
home to enable their children to study and learn better. For instance, they learned to set aside 
dedicated study time for their children. Further, it was noticed that parents whose children 
studied in schools that had school development committees, helped their children with 
learning activities more than in schools that did not have them.  
 
The SRCP, however, was not as successful as the PSI. The results do not show a statistically 
significant effect of the SRCP on school performance. This may partly be due to the relatively 
low weight accorded to the SRCP in relation to the PSI by policy makers.  The PSI was 
viewed as a flagship program, and was strongly supported by both the central government and 
provincial councils. In contrast, the SRCP was put into operation mainly for the purposes of 
the evaluation. Little effort was made to enable schools to use the SRCP’s mechanisms to 
obtain information about schools and to seek an improvement in institutional performance. 
 
Future Development and Expansion of the PSI and the SRCP 
 
Considerable effort and resources have been invested in recent years in the promotion of the 
decentralization of decision making, and in increasing parental and community involvement 
in the education system, through the PSI. The findings of this impact evaluation reveal that 
the PSI has had a positive and significant impact on increasing local community participation 
in school administration, the implementation of school development projects through 
resources raised from local communities, and the cognitive achievement levels of primary 
school students. 
 
The following steps now seem appropriate to extend and consolidate the reforms supported by 
the PSI. 
• Expand the PSI to all schools in the country. 
• Consolidate PSI in schools where structures have been established, but activity is low. 
This may require greater clarity in specification of roles, capacity building, and 
continuing personal and monetary support for schools. 
• Support the development of capacity to exercise real devolution, not just 
decentralization or delegation. This may involve reforms to make teachers more 
accountable to local school communities, for such matters as school attendance. 
Eventually, teacher recruitment, currently centralized, could be devolved to school 
level. 
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• Review regulations regarding School Development Committees and School 
Management Teams to establish their appropriateness for all types and sizes of school. 
• Empower lower levels of governance with clearly defined functions that do not 
overlap with higher levels. This will involve strengthening zonal capacity through 
training for advisers and networking of principals. 
• Particular attention should be paid to schools serving children in socioeconomically 
disadvantaged areas as effective governance is particularly important for the 
marginalized and disadvantaged. Additional funding may be required which takes 
account of school size, level of schooling, special education needs, location and type 
of school. 
• Support schools in developing a parent involvement program which to date has been 
largely restricted to distal activities (attending meetings, involvement in school 
committees, engagement in voluntary work or making financial contributions to 
maintain or improve physical conditions, resources, and services) to one in which 
attention is paid to proximal activities. The program should focus on (a) developing 
parents’ understanding that the home environment has a profound impact on the 
school learning of children and that they have the power to change it; (b) developing 
parents’ self-confidence and sense of efficacy in establishing a home environment that 
will provide rich learning experiences for children; and (c) demonstrating specific 
behaviors that parents can use (e.g., how to interact with pupils re homework, having 
pupils read to them). 
• Extend the involvement of communities to contribute to the development of 
“competencies for life”, so-called “soft skills” or generic skills which are necessary for 
effective functioning in personal life, interpersonal relationships, and 
employment/economic activities (critical and divergent thinking, problem solving, 
creativity, initiative, leadership, responsibility, team work). Experience in community 
activities is often more relevant and appropriate in developing these skills than school-
based experience which is often preoccupied with covering syllabuses and preparing 
students for examinations. Community activities also provide opportunities to develop 
social cohesion through learning to live with others in harmony, respecting the 
diversity of a multi-ethnic, multi-religious and multi-cultural society (see Ministry of 
Education, 2004b). 
 
The School Report Card Programme 
 
The SRCP in its present form has demonstrated little impact on school performance. This is 
not surprising, as it has received scant attention by policy makers. The SRCP could be revised 
so that the information contained in it is used by the SDCs and government authorities to 
improve schools. As a first step, the SDCs and local governments would need to be trained in 
the judicious use of school report cards. Once the SRCP is implemented as a full-fledged 
program, its impact could be carefully studied. It is entirely possible that mainstreaming the 
SRCP in the government reform program would result in positive effects at the school level. 
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Introduction 
 
The Government of Sri Lanka’s Education Sector Development Framework and 
Programme (ESDFP) initiated a major development innovation for primary and secondary 
education for the period 2006-2010. Their strategy was organized around four key themes: 
improving equitable access to basic and secondary education; improving the quality of 
basic and secondary education; enhancing the economic efficiency and equity of resource 
allocation; and strengthening service delivery (Ministry of Education, 2007). Under each 
theme there were a number of key development initiatives. Among these, the Programme 
for School Improvement, through which the government sought to introduce school-based 
management, constituted an important innovation. A smaller intervention, the School 
Report Card Programme, was also introduced to inform schools on their performance.  
 
The World Bank supported the ESDFP through a programmatic sector-wide operation, the 
Education Sector Development Project (ESDP), and a range of analytical activities of key 
initiatives. The PSI was a central element of the World Bank’s support under the ESDP. 
The World Bank undertook an impact evaluation of the PSI, as part of its analytical 
assistance to this program. This report presents the findings of this assessment, and 
comprises five sections. First, there is a concise description of school-based management. 
Second, there is a discussion of the PSI and SRCP in Sri Lanka. Third,  the analytical 
framework and results of the impact evaluation are discussed. Fourth,  the findings and 
results of the analysis are discussed. Fifth and finally, a set of recommendations are 
presented for the future of the PSI and the SRCP. 
 
Section One: School-Based Management 
 
Rationale for School-Based Management 
 
A variety of reasons have been posited by policy makers and practitioners in support of 
school-based management: 
 
a) School-based management is democratic as it engenders power distribution 
between the various education partners when regulating institutional and individual 
behavior, and in funds allocation. When parents and community members are 
involved, it contributes to their empowerment 
b) School-based management facilitates the recognition of, and responsiveness to, 
local needs. Large bureaucracies could tend to overlook peripheral needs and 
ignore ethnic, linguistic, and regional cultural variation, while school-based 
management allows local decision makers to adapt education policies to local 
realities and to determine the appropriate mix of inputs. 
 
c) School-based management has the potential to lead to a more effective educational 
delivery and prudent use of school, local, and regional level resources. This view, 
in part, reflects the business concept of total quality management, according to 
which decisions made close to the actual product will produce better results. 
Research suggests that local management is most appropriate in business 
organizations where the work is complex and is carried out in a continually 
changing environment, and where there is uncertainty in its day-to-day tasks, all of 
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which characterize the teaching-learning situation (Wohlstetter & Mohrman, 1993). 
It should, for example, be possible for local actors to work more effectively than a 
central authority in mobilizing local resources (including from private parties) in 
improving inter-agency cooperation and in integrating services. 
d) School-based management should lead to improved communication between 
stakeholders, and in facilitating principals’ awareness of teacher and parent 
concerns. 
e) School-based management should result in greater accountability of schools and 
teachers to their pupils, parents, and local communities. 
f) School-based management is more transparent, significantly reducing opportunities 
for corruption. 
g) School-based management provides for group decision-making, which tends to be 
more considered than decisions made by individuals. 
h) School-based management contributes to the development of high levels of 
professionalism in schools. 
i) School-based management should ultimately lead to improved student retention 
and learning. This was not an issue in the early reforms period where school-based 
management was interpreted to mean political activities that transferred power and 
authority to individual schools over their budgets, personnel, and curriculum. This 
changed in the late 1990s, where overall school improvement became a major 
objective of school-based management initiatives. 
j) Training (when provided) for parents and other stakeholders in shared decision-
making, interpersonal skills, and management proficiency can benefit the 
community as a whole. 
k) The development of school-based management is relatively inexpensive as it 
involves a change in locus of decision-making rather than a large increase in 
resources (Abu-Duhou, 1999; Caldwell, 2005; World Bank, 2006, 2007, 2008). 
 
School-based management—and indeed, other forms of decentralization—have also been 
associated with a number of possible disadvantages. Notably, it can have adverse effects 
on equity. It may, for example, result in disparities between schools in economically 
advantaged and disadvantaged areas with regard to resource availability (including the 
capacity to manage). According to Bray (2001), “A major question for policy makers 
concerns ways to harness the resources and energies of prosperous communities while 
protecting and encouraging their less prosperous counterparts” (p.3). Within communities, 
better functioning families may take up opportunities to become involved in school 
activities, leaving the neediest even more excluded (Corter & Pelletier, 2005). Thus, it 
becomes imperative to monitor the impact of decentralized management on income and 
social groups, and to identify measures to mitigate possible adverse effects. This, in turn, 
points to the need for a central authority to retain its power to implement policies to 
discriminate in favor of areas most in want. 
 
Secondly, there is the danger of unnecessary duplication in a decentralized system (e.g., in 
policy to address the special needs of students with disabilities, for instance). To get 
around this issue, it will be important to specify decision-making categories that are most 
appropriately dealt with at the national level.   
 
Thirdly, it may take longer in a decentralized system to implement certain types of reforms 
and innovations. Forms of decentralization that involve intermediate tiers can create 
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problems for schools as sources of conflict multiply and bureaucracy increases (Perera, 
2000).  
 
Fourthly, school-based management is vulnerable to elite capture. For instance, aggressive 
and well-connected parents may make use of their influence on school boards or 
committees to further the interests of their own children at the expense of other children.  
 
Characteristics of School-Based Management 
 
School-based management systems vary on a variety of characteristics (Abu-Duhou, 1999; 
Caldwell, 2002, 2005; Cheng, 1996; Hill, Smith, & Spinks, 1990; World Bank, 2006, 
2007).  Only the first two items outlined in the bullet points below apply to all systems.  
 
• The school has the authority and responsibility to make decisions on one or more of the 
following: 
 
a) Use, maintenance, and improvement of the school building.  
b) Intended curriculum (range of subjects taught, syllabus content). 
c) Implemented curriculum (methods of instruction; choice of textbooks). 
d) Budget/expenditure. 
e) Procurement of educational materials. 
f) Management (deployment of teachers, assigning students to classes, school 
calendar, classroom hours). 
g) Human resources (employment, remuneration, and conditions of employment of 
teachers and other staff); professional development. 
h) Admission, suspension, and expulsion of students. 
i) Monitoring and evaluation of student performance (judgment of student 
achievement/failure; certification of student achievement). 
j) Quality assurance (supervision and evaluation of teacher performance). 
k) Publication of information about a school’s performance. 
 
• School decision-making is carried out within a centrally determined framework of 
goals and policies. School-level actors have to conform to, or operate within, a set of 
centrally determined policies and procedures. 
 
• An internal school management group comprising the principal, teachers and, in some 
cases, students, is constituted either: (a) to advise the principal; or (b) to take decisions. 
 
• Parents’ and other community members are provided with the opportunity of 
participating in school management, planning, and development, usually through the 
creation of a school council. Again, the council may: (a) advise the principal; or (b) 
take decisions. 
 
• School principals and teachers are considered accountable to: (a) education authorities 
for adhering to policy and rules; (b) their peers for adhering to standards of instruction; 
and (c) students, parents, and the general public for student achievement. There is great 
variation in accountability systems. In some, information on student achievement is 
published in league tables, and sanctions—including monetary rewards—are attached 
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to school performance. The use of monetary rewards, however, has proved 
controversial, and in most cases, has not lasted very long. Furthermore, rewarding 
successful schools at the expense of increasing resources to schools that are failing 
would not contribute to overall school improvement. Non-monetary rewards (working 
in an environment conducive to learning, seeing positive results in student learning, or 
responding to parent pressure) can be motivating. 
 
• School-based management may be implemented in conjunction with other reforms. It 
is not unusual to regard such management as only one of several strategies designed to 
improve student learning. 
 
Section Two: The Programme for School Improvement 
 
In 2006, the Ministry of Education embarked on the Programme for School Improvement 
(Ministry of Education, 2007). The objective of the PSI was for schools to become 
increasingly empowered through strong community involvement in school management. 
 
The PSI was designed to bring about a radical change in the culture of schools through the 
establishment of management structures and the provision of training and support services 
in which: (a) the participation of parents and community in the work of the school was 
increased; and (b) the quality of student learning became a major focus. More specifically, 
the PSI was designed to achieve: 
 
i) Active involvement of the school community (parents, teachers, and past pupils) 
in the running of the school. 
ii) Planned development of the school. 
iii) Effective utilization of resources. 
iv) Improved performance in curricular and co-curricular activities through 
cooperation between schools and communities. 
v) Creation of congruence between staff training and school needs. 
vi) Strengthening of school-community relationships. 
vii) Entrusting responsibility for the school to the School Development Committee, 
thus ensuring accountability (Ministry of Education, 2005). 
 
Each school was required to set up two bodies: a School Development Committee (SDC) 
and a School Management Team (SMT). The SDC consists of the principal (as Chair), a 
deputy principal, and representatives of teachers, parents, past pupils, and the Education 
Authority. The number of teachers, parents and past pupils varies from 3-5 members from 
each category, depending on the size of the school. Teachers, parents, and past pupil 
representatives are elected members. The SDC is expected to meet at least once a month 
during its three-year term of office. The committee is charged with preparing a five-year 
school development plan based on the Manual of Instruction for School Level Planning 
(Ministry of Education, 2004a) and an annual implementation plan. The school 
development and implementation plan should: (a) address student access and participation; 
(b) focus on improving student achievement; and (c) attend to the school plant and 
physical resources (Ministry of Education, 2004b). Grants are provided to enable actioning 
on the plan activities. 
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The SDC has the power to undertake projects and make purchases (to a maximum value of 
Rs. 200,000). It is required to prepare an annual budget and monthly and annual financials; 
operate a bank account; be responsible for the maintenance and development of the school 
plan; and be accountable to the relevant authorities and to the school community. 
 
The SMT, which is established within the school, consists of all the school staff members 
of the SDC, the other Deputy Principals, Assistant Principals, and Sectional Heads. The 
SMT should work closely with the SDC and, following consultation, may appoint 
subcommittees. The consultation process between the SDC, which consists of selected 
school officials and elected stakeholders in the school, and the SMTs, which consists only 
of schools officials, is mediated through the principal, who chairs both the SDC and the 
SMT. The consultations vary by school type, and are flexible. For instance, in wealthy, 
educated urban communities SMTs may decide to approach the SDCs with an appeal for 
funds for educational activities. Or the SMTs may ask the SDCs to assist with the 
organization of activities such as literary festivals, theater productions, and musical and 
cultural events. In poorer, less educated rural communities the SMTs may approach the 
SDC to instruct parents on the importance of setting aside time for their children to study 
on a daily basis. Or, to provide labor to clean the school premises. The interactions 
between the SDCs and SMTs vary according to the school circumstances and the 
characteristics of the school stakeholders. 
 
The PSI was launched in one zone in eight provinces in 2006. Additional zones were 
added in each succeeding year. By 2009, a total of 5,222 schools were participating in the 
scheme. Over the years, the program has evidenced a school-to-school variation in its 
interpretation and implementation. A high degree of program operationalizing, defined as 
application of the powers given by the PSI circulars, was associated with: 
 
a) Strong commitment of the principal and other teachers to the values of the PSI. 
b) Prepared school plans, and monitored implementation. 
c) A wide range of extra-curricular activities provided for pupils (e.g., dance, music, 
sport, gardening). 
d) Increased community involvement in the school. 
e) Regular (monthly) meetings between teachers and parents to monitor and discuss 
the progress of individual pupils. 
f) Regular visits to the schools by zonal and divisional officers to participate in 
committees, to advise on teaching methods, and to assist in development and 
implementation of the school plan. 
g) A shift in teachers’ mindsets from inputs (e.g., resources) to the quality of student 
learning. 
 
In schools in which implementation of the PSI was less successful, structures might have 
been established but it is highly likely these did not operate effectively to promote the 
initiative’s objectives. In such cases, observations in—and reports from—schools, together 
with limited evaluation findings (Dias, 2008; Gunasekara, et al., 2010; Kularatne, 2008) 
point to: 
a) Inadequate commitment to, or interest in, meeting the challenges that the program 
had been designed to address. 
b) Efforts to implement management changes are not sufficiently grounded in 
institutional political analysis. 
12 
 
c) Ambiguities in the responsibilities specified for different levels. 
d) Inadequate funds. 
e) Lack of support to schools in helping them understand the PSI messaging and how 
that might be translated into action in their schools. There is some evidence that 
this situation may arise from the inability of zonal officers, often because of lack of 
time, to engage in meaningful collaboration with schools. 
f) Failure to connect the PSI with curriculum and instructional reforms and, in 
particular, with student learning outcomes. 
g) Reluctance of some administrators and teachers to authorize others to take over 
decision-making.  
h) Additional management roles and responsibilities are not always welcome in 
schools. 
i) Lack of stakeholders’ knowledge of what school-based management is, and how it 
works. 
j) A tradition of weak management, decision-making, and communication skills in a 
school. 
k) Problems in getting full participation in meetings. 
l) Lack of support from parents and the community. 
m) Lack of a culture of accountability within a community (no one would question the 
actions of school teachers, for example) (see World Bank, 2007). 
 
A variety of measures are in place to address the problems associated with low or marginal 
levels of implementation: 
 
a) PSI committees have been established in all zones. 
b) Technical Assistants have been appointed in all provinces to support schools. 
c) Meetings have been held between Ministry officials, Zonal Officers, and Technical 
Assistants to review progress. 
d) Training has been carried out of SDC personnel at the provincial level. 
e) Schools serving pupils from disadvantaged areas that need additional support or 
assistance in implementing the PSI have been identified. 
f) “Seed grants” have been given to “difficult” and “very difficult” schools (Ministry 
of Education, 2008). 
 
The School Report Card Programme 
 
The SRCP was implemented on a relatively small scale at the same time that the PSI was 
introduced. The premise was that the school community—principals, teachers, parents, and 
students—should receive regular information on their school’s performance through a 
“report card” to enable schools to improve their performance, either by stimulating low-
performance school communities to action, or by encouraging high-performance schools to 
strive even harder.  The “report cards” were to be filled out by school personnel at the end 
of the school year and distributed to parents and School Development Committee (SDC) 
members. These progress reports contained basic institutional information, and some 
record of teacher and student performance such as average teacher/student attendance, 
failure and dropout rates, school pass percentages on Grades 5, General Certificate of 
Education Ordinary and Advanced Levels (GCE O-Level and GCE A-Level) 
examinations, and funds available to—and activities of—the school’s SDC. 
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Section Three: The Analytical Framework 
 
The PSI began implementation in 2006 in all schools in the eight selected education zones 
in Sri Lanka. The SRCP was implemented on a pilot basis in selected schools in the eight 
zones, as well as in eight other education zones. The two initiatives were designed to allow 
researchers to estimate programmatic impact on students’ educational outcomes. To this 
end, our sample of 200 schools was divided into four sets of 50 schools each. One group 
consisted of schools in which the PSI was to be implemented.  The second group 
comprised schools in which the SRCP was to be implemented, and the third group, in 
which both programs were to be implemented.  The fourth cluster served as the “control” 
group of schools, in which neither program was implemented.  The division of these 200 
schools into the four groups was made in a purely randomized manner, which facilitates 
estimation of the impact of the two programs. Baseline data were collected in 2006 for all 
200 schools before either program was implemented, and follow-up data were collected in 
2008, two years after program implementation. The purpose of our analysis was to 
estimate the impact of the PSI program and the SRCP on the educational outcomes of Sri 
Lankan students studying in Grade IV. 
 
Table 1: Pilot Zones of the PSI Program (2006-2007) 
 
Province 
2006 
Pilot Zone District Schools 
Western Colombo Colombo 125 
Central Wattegama Kandy 82 
Southern Ambalangoda Galle 82 
North-Western Chilaw Kurunegala 158 
Northern Vavuniya-South Vavuniya 97 
Eastern -- --  
North-Central Tambuttegama Anuradhapura 69 
Uva Wellawaya Monaragala 87 
Sabaragamuwa Kegalle Kegalle 163 
Note: In 2006, the Northern and Eastern Provinces were merged, and the Vavuniya Zone was  
selected from the North-Eastern Province. In 2007, the Northern and Eastern Provinces were  
de-merged and set up as separate provinces. Hence, separate zones were selected from each of these 
 provinces. 
 
Selection of the Four Groups of Schools 
 
This analysis is based on data from 200 schools: 50 schools in which the PSI was 
implemented in 2006; another 50 in which the SRCP was actioned; 50 schools in which 
both programs were implemented; and 50 “control” schools that were not selected for 
either program.  This section elucidates on how all four sets of schools were chosen. 
 
As explained above, Sri Lanka comprises nine provinces (although for a short time in 
2006, two were merged, so that there were only eight provinces).  Each province is further 
divided into districts, of which there are 25, and each district is sub-divided into education 
zones.  There are a total of 93 education zones in the country.  The research team selected 
one district in each of Sri Lanka’s nine provinces, and the 200 schools covered in this 
paper are from those districts. Within each selected district, one education zone was 
selected by the government in March/April 2006 to implement the PSI, and all schools in 
that zone implemented PSI later that year, starting around July. The baseline data, collected 
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in March 2006, were intended to reflect school outcomes at the end of the 2005 school 
year. Therefore, data collection was done when the Grade IV students were in the first 
semester of Grade V.3 Since all the schools in the selected education zones implemented 
the PSI in 2006, all the “control schools” had to be selected from other education zones, 
but always from the same district.4
 
 
In each province, the sole education zone to implement the PSI was chosen by Sri Lanka’s 
Ministry of Education in consultation with provincial authorities—in a somewhat ad hoc 
manner—perhaps due to political considerations, as opposed to random selection using 
standard sampling methods.  After the government shortlisted the education zone in each 
province for implementing the PSI, between 11 to 12 schools were randomly selected for 
the purposes of this study from among all PSI-instituted schools in each selected zone.  
This random selection of schools within education zones was done in a stratified manner; 
in each zone schools were classified according to the four types of schools in Sri Lanka 
(see footnote 4) and in each of these four strata, schools were selected with an equal 
probability.  The assessment team initially shortlisted 100 schools implementing the PSI 
from all nine provinces. This was then whittled down to 50 (see following paragraph for an 
explanation of how and why this was done). 
 
100 control schools were shortlisted from the same districts, but from different education 
zones, as explained above.  While these schools were not arrived at in a strictly random 
fashion, they were selected to match as closely as possible—given observable 
characteristics—the 100 PSI schools.  More specifically, each PSI school was compared 
with all non-PSI schools in the same district (but in a different education zone), all with the 
same “level” and “race”5 characteristics. Of the non-PSI schools the one with an enrolment 
level closest to that of the PSI was selected as the “match.”6
 
  Finally, 50 of the 100 PSI 
schools, and 50 of the 100 control schools, were randomly chosen to participate in the 
study.  
Data Collection: 2006 and 2008 
 
A range of information was collected in 2006 and 2008 from the 150 schools that 
implemented the PSI or the SRCP (or both), and from the 50 control schools.  The data 
was derived from academic tests administered to students in grade IV of those schools, as 
well as to their teachers, and from a set of questionnaires that were administered to 
students, teachers, section heads, school principals, zone directors, and in-service 
advisors.7
                                                     
3 Sri Lanka’s school year runs from January to December 
  Within each school, up to 20 students of Grade IV were randomly chosen to 
4 The education zones chosen for implementing the PSI in 2007 were in different districts from the education zones chosen for the 
PSI in 2006, so none of the control zones chosen in 2006 were selected for the PSI in 2007.  Similarly, 16 additional zones implemented 
the PSI in 2008, and another 8 did so in 2009, but none of these 24 zones are the control zones selected in 2006.  
5 All Sri Lankan primary and secondary schools are divided into four types: 1AB, 1C, 2 and 3.  Type 1AB schools teach Grades I-
XIII and offer all three curriculum streams (arts, commerce, and science).  Type 1C schools also teach Grades I-XIII but offer only two 
streams (arts and commerce).  Type 2 schools offer only Grades I-XI, and small Type 3 schools offer only Grades I-V or I-VIII.  There 
are five types of school “levels”: very congenial, congenial, uncongenial, difficult, and very difficult.  Finally, there are three race 
“categories” in Sri Lanka: Singhalese, Tamil, and Muslim.  
6 All “national” and “Divisional Secretariat Division” (DSD) schools were excluded from the sample because the Ministry of 
Education decided to implement the PSI in all national and DSD schools. Therefore, there is no control group for those schools.  
National schools, which make up about 3% of Sri Lanka’s schools, are run directly by the national government, while provincial 
governments run other schools.  DSD schools comprise another 3% of schools that have recently been designated by the central 
government for a major improvement in their physical quality. 
7 In Sri Lanka, about half of the schools are in effect combinations of primary and secondary schools, and so have Grades from I-
XIII.  These schools have one Principal, but are also divided into primary and secondary “sections”, each of which has a “section head.”  
Education zones also have in-service advisors (school inspectors), who visit schools to supervise and provide support for teachers. 
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take the exams and complete the questionnaires; if a school had less than 20 students, all 
pupils were made to participate in the study. 
 
Table A1 in Annex One summarizes the type of information available from these 200 
schools.  The variables shown in that table are those that are most directly related to 
learning and academic performance. Table A2 in Annex One compares the descriptive 
statistics of the main explanatory variables among child and teacher characteristics. 
According to the information in Table A2, the four samples were statistically 
insignificantly different from zero for these key variables at the time the study commenced.  
 
The students were administered two tests, and the study was able to gather a significant 
amount of data on student characteristics.  In the first test, the fourth graders were 
administered academic tests of their skills in English and Mathematics. These were 
administered in March 2006 (when the Grade IV students were in the first semester of 
Grade V), and for a new set of Grade IV students in October 2008 (again, the students 
were tested after they had entered the next grade.) The tests were designed by the 
University of Colombo’s National Education Research and Evaluation Centre.  For each 
grade and each year, the test scores for each student were standardized by subtracting the 
mean, and then dividing by the standard deviation of the control group.  Thus, the control 
group test scores have a mean zero and standard deviation of one for each subject, grade, 
and year.  Table 2 shows the average test scores, by year and treatment group.   
 
Table 2: Standardized Test Scores by Year and Treatment Group – Grade IV 
 2006  2008 
        
Math N Mean SD  N Mean SD 
PSI and Report Card 788 -0.105 1.041  751 -0.173 1.164 
PSI Only 687 -0.286 1.080  654 -0.138 1.080 
Report Card Only 756 -0.104 1.031  703 -0.233 1.247 
Control 696 0 1  673 0 1 
        
English N Mean SD  N Mean SD 
PSI and Report Card 787 -0.108 1.048  750 -0.143 1.007 
PSI Only 669 -0.285 0.979  659 -0.158 0.978 
Report Card Only 752 0.060 1.050  708 -0.094 1.006 
Control 699 0 1  663 0 1 
        
First Language N Mean SD  N Mean SD 
PSI and Report Card 784 -0.256 1.012  751 -0.590 1.192 
PSI Only 688 -0.258 1.026  641 -0.500 1.117 
Report Card Only 755 -0.210 1.030  707 -0.590 1.396 
Control 699 0 1   673 0 1 
Note: The sample is restricted to include only those schools that were in both rounds of data collection.   
 
The teacher questionnaire collects information on each teacher’s personal characteristics 
(age; sex; living accommodation; distance from, and commuting time to, school; 
education; and work experience), the teacher’s classroom (materials received; sufficiency 
of supplies; and number of students), support provided by education administrators, 
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teaching methods used, and teachers’ opinions on the official syllabus and curriculum.  In 
2006, two Grade IV teachers were surveyed from each school—the class teacher and the 
English teacher. The data was averaged across all surveyed teachers in each school.  In 
2008, only the class teacher was surveyed.  The key teacher variables used in the analysis 
are summarized in Table A2 of Annex One. 
 
Additional information on students is available from the student and parent questionnaires.  
The student questionnaire collates basic demographic information (age, sex, ethnicity, 
religion, number of siblings), language(s) spoken at home, food availability at home, 
transportation mode and travel time to school, availability of a desk and chair at school, 
accessibility of textbooks, workbooks and exercise books at school (English, First 
Language, Math, and Science), attitudes about school, time spent doing various activities 
at home (watching TV, listening to the radio, reading), and whether any grades were 
repeated.  The parent questionnaire collects basic demographic information on both 
parents, some description of the home (type of building, ownership, utilities, and 
ownership of durable goods), educational levels of parents and of the child’s siblings, 
parents’ occupation, household income, spending on educational items for the child, 
availability of reading materials in the home, time spent by the child in various activities, 
parent participation at school and helping child with schoolwork, student participation in 
tuition (tutoring) classes, and educational aspirations for their child.  In 2006, one parent 
for each student was surveyed.  In 2008, data was collected from both parents, although in 
many cases, only one parent responded. Table A3 in Annex One describes the key 
variables used in the regression analysis, including control variables for student gender and 
race, parent’s educational level, and household income and expenditures on the child’s 
education across the sample for the two years.   
 
The principal’s questionnaire also begins by requesting personal information, followed by 
questions on the teaching staff, school facilities, financial resources, opinions on various 
education issues, management training and practices, the activities and composition of the 
SDC,8
 
 and some information on student performance on recent national tests. Table A4 in 
Annex One describes several groups of variables used in the regression analysis below 
including the principal’s management of teachers, the principal’s plans and assessment of 
school needs, and the funding received by different sources for the school.   
The questionnaire for section heads also gathers personal information, and inquires about 
facilities and teaching supplies, pedagogical practices, methods to evaluate teachers, 
satisfaction with the current teachers, and opinions on new educational policies, the current 
curriculum and other matters pertaining to schooling.  Data were also collected from an in- 
service advisor and zonal education director.  Finally, teacher tests were administered to 
teachers in 2006 and 2008.  These were designed by NEREC.  This data is not currently 
used in the regression analysis below, and a full description is omitted for the sake of 
brevity.   
 
                                                     
8 School Development Committees (SDCs) are headed by the principal and include members of the 
teaching staff and other stakeholders in the educational system, such as parents.  SDCs are dominated by the 
principal, while school management committees spread power more evenly between the Principal, teachers 
and local communities. 
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Section Four: Findings and Results 
 
The analysis framework is described in detail in Annex Two of this report. The sample was 
divided into four groups: a) the control group school, in which neither the PSI or the SRCP 
had been initiated by the government; b) PSI-implemented schools; c) schools running the 
SRCP; and d) schools in which both the PSI and the SRCP were actioned. The impact 
analysis sought to understand whether, over time, students benefited from the educational 
reform initiatives instituted by the two government programs (PSI and SRCP) in their 
schools. Specifically, the study aimed to assess whether the students exhibited improved 
Mathematics and English language performance, when compared to the control group. 
 
The study also controls for student, family background and school characteristics in such a 
way that, if student learning outcomes in the various groups of schools are significantly 
different from that of the control group at the time of the final survey, this difference can 
be attributed to the impact of the relevant program(s).  
 
At the commencement of the study, the students and schools in the four groups displayed 
similar characteristics and learning outcome levels. 
 
Results 
 
This section presents estimates for a variety of outcome variables of interest.  The first 
subsection examines student and household-level variables, beginning with students’ test 
scores, while the second subsection examines the impact of the PSI and the SRCP on 
school-level variables. 
 
The regression results reveal several interesting findings: 
 
a) Student and Household Variables.  Table 3 presents estimates of the impact of the 
PSI and the SRCP on student and household outcomes of interest for Grade IV 
students.  Columns 1-2 examine the impact of those programs on Math and English 
test scores.  The findings reveal that students from schools that implemented the 
PSI alone score significantly higher in both subjects. These scores increase by 0.20 
and 0.18 standard deviations, respectively, among students from the PSI schools.  
However, the schools that implemented the SRCP alone display impacts that are 
not statistically significant.  Finally, schools that implemented both programs had 
impacts that were not statistically significant.  
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Table 3: Grade IV Test Score and Household Education Expenditures (School-
Level fixed effects estimation with clustered standard errors) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
VARIABLES Math English Math English 
Year = 2008 -0.0684 -0.0584 -0.0385 -0.0469 
 (0.0482) (0.0458) (0.0525) (0.0495) 
2008×PSI 0.199*** 0.177*** 0.220*** 0.226*** 
 (0.0720) (0.0662) (0.0767) (0.0712) 
2008×Report 
Card 
-0.0673 -0.102 0.0321 -0.0806 
 (0.0708) (0.0645) (0.0789) (0.0715) 
2008×RepCd×PSI -0.112 -0.0209 -0.120 -0.0448 
 (0.102) (0.0921) (0.110) (0.101) 
Male   -0.238*** -0.344*** 
   (0.0289) (0.0266) 
Sinhala   0.349*** 0.0286 
   (0.103) (0.0841) 
Tamil   0.0400 -0.0644 
   (0.0975) (0.0828) 
Income   0.0313*** 0.0421*** 
   (0.0119) (0.0116) 
Mother’s 
Education 
  0.0281*** 0.0269*** 
   (0.00635) (0.00545) 
Father’s 
Education 
  0.0101 0.00962* 
   (0.00625) (0.00540) 
Constant -
0.114*** 
-
0.0756*** -0.668*** -0.337*** 
 (0.0173) (0.0163) (0.104) (0.0880) 
Observations 5709 5688 4746 4727 
R-squared 0.003 0.004 0.038 0.058 
Number of scid 196 196 196 196 
Robust standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 
The regressions in columns 3-4 in Table 3 repeat those in columns 1-2, except that 
additional explanatory variables are added.  To the extent that adoption of the program is 
correlated with these additional variables, this will reduce bias in the double difference 
results.  In addition, adding variables with high explanatory power may reduce the standard 
errors of the estimated program effects, leading to further precise estimation.  However, the 
sample size drops by almost 20% when these variables are added (due to missing data on 
these variables), and this reduction in sample size offsets any increased precision from 
adding these variables.  In fact, the estimated impact of the programs is largely the same 
when these variables are added, viz: the PSI program increases Math and English language 
scores. Overall, the estimates in Table 10 suggest that the PSI has significantly increased 
Math and English test scores among Grade IV students.  
  
b) School Variables.  Tables 4-5 examine the impact of the PSI and SRCP programs 
on school-level variables.  Table 4 begins by examining Grade IV teacher behavior 
variables.  Neither program, nor the combination of both programs, had any impact 
on teacher absences, homework assignments, or teachers’ perception of whether 
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more money was allocated for higher quality inputs.  This reflects inadequate 
accountability by teachers (who belong to the central government), to local 
communities. For instance, the local communities do not monitor teacher 
attendance. Also, schools receive little money as grants from higher levels of 
government for quality improvements. Most school-based spending is from 
resources raised from local parents, past pupils, and well-wishers from local 
communities. 
 
Table 4: Grade IV Teacher Variables (School level fixed effects 
estimation with clustered standard errors) 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES Teacher 
Absence 
Homework Money from 
Government 
    
Year = 2008 -12.88*** -0.0263 0.0213 
 (4.722) (0.0928) (0.0381) 
2008×PSI 9.592 -0.117 0.0740 
 (6.490) (0.149) (0.0606) 
2008×Report Card 6.505 -0.0570 0.0263 
 (5.866) (0.152) (0.0620) 
2008×RepCd×PSI (5.958) (0.142) (0.0719) 
 (1.435) (0.0371) (0.0169) 
Constant 23.40*** 2.808*** 0.907*** 
 7.625 -0.0213 0.000946 
    
Observations 384 349 371 
R-squared 0.075 0.018 0.029 
Number of scid 196 191 195 
    Robust standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 
Table 5: Grade IV Principals Management of School Needs Variables  
(Probit estimation with clustered standard errors) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES Project Needs 
Analysis 
Priorities Long-Term 
Plan  
Formed 
School Dev. 
Com. 
Year = 2008 -0.122 0.0621 0.0621 0.738** -0.519* 
 (0.217) (0.311) (0.310) (0.345) (0.307) 
2008×PSI 0.628** 0.534 0.219 0.327 1.685*** 
 (0.292) (0.517) (0.447) (0.541) (0.513) 
2008×Report Card 0.323 0.153 -0.584 -0.0678 -0.253 
 (0.301) (0.453) (0.383) (0.482) (0.440) 
2008×RepCd×PSI 0.501* 0.153 0.463  1.296*** 
 (0.294) (0.453) (0.526)  (0.448) 
Constant -0.239** 1.364*** 1.364*** 0.894*** 0.773*** 
 (0.0934) (0.127) (0.127) (0.105) (0.102) 
Observations 331 346 345 307 296 
Robust standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
For column (4), all schools with both the PSI and the SRCP initiatives had a long-term plan, so that coefficient in effect goes to infinity, 
and must therefore be dropped from the regression. 
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Table 5 examines certain variables concerning the management of school needs. The 
combination of both programs and the PSI by itself increased the probability that the 
principal had implemented some kind of project without financial support from the central 
or provincial governments, but with capital from local communities. This suggests that 
schools assigned to the PSI were initiating programs financed by local resources, which is 
one of the program’s goals. It also increased the probability that a school development 
committee had been formed.   
 
Section Five: Conclusions 
 
Overall, the findings indicate that schools which implemented the PSI performed well in 
terms of improving the cognitive achievement levels of their primary school students. This 
is an encouraging and positive finding. Discussions with stakeholders suggested that a 
range of processes, covering better teacher and parental involvement with children, both at 
school and in the home, are likely to have contributed to this outcome (see Box 1).  
 
The education stakeholders in local communities, such as parents, past pupils and well-
wishers, involved themselves closely in the administration of the schools through the 
school development committees. This provided the institutions with additional 
management support to advance the learning standards of children. This involvement also 
resulted in school development committees raising additional resources for schools—over 
and above the funds received from the central government or the provincial councils—to 
undertake school development projects. In particular, the committees promoted the 
stocking up of children’s books in the library, and encouraged theater and music related 
activities to improve the English language skills of children. Further, the committees 
helped schools to implement pleasurable activities—such as numeracy games—that 
promoted the mathematical skills of students. The element of “fun” in these games was 
important for these primary school level children.  
 
Box 1: Focus Ground Discussions with Stake Holders 
The evaluation team conducted focus group discussions with officials from the national Ministry of 
Education, provincial education authorities, school principals, teachers, parents, and local community 
representatives. The discussions revealed that the school development committees had directed their efforts 
at increasing resources, both cash and in-kind, for their local schools. These resources contributed to the 
incorporation of co-curricular and extra-curricular activities such as theater and literary events, and sports 
and athletic events. Also, the resources were used for curriculum-related activities such as the provision of 
children’s storybooks for the school library, and school trips to places of cultural or historical interest. 
Additionally, it was seen that parents attached high value to education.  
 
Principals and teachers stated that the active involvement of parents, past pupils and other local community 
representatives gave “life” to their schools, especially those in small and remote rural communities. Parents 
were pleased to be involved in school affairs, which they stated gave them greater ownership and 
commitment to the educational activities of their children. Past pupils stated that they saw their support as 
“giving something back” to the schools from which they had benefited when they were children. 
A recurring theme in the focus group discussions was the importance of dynamic and inspiring leadership of 
the school principal. Principals who demonstrated leadership and able managerial qualities were viewed as 
having developed their schools from very humble origins—in some cases even in the midst of jungles—to 
institutions of respect and worth in their areas. Parents and past pupils were inspired to support schools with 
impressive principals. 
 
Overall, the Programme for School Improvement was extremely popular among school stakeholders. 
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The formation of school development committees—with their regular meetings, and 
continuing interactions with the school management teams—also provided a sense of order 
and method to schools. This contributed to better school management, particularly with the 
goal of promoting learning.  
 
In poorer communities, it was observed that the parents of children also benefited from the 
school-community interactions. Parents realized the importance of facilitating at-home 
activities to enable children to study and learn better. For instance, parents learned to set 
aside study time for their children and, to the extent possible, mothers joined in to help 
their children with learning activities. It was noted that in schools which did not have the 
school development committees, parental involvement was far less.  
 
The SRCP, however, was not as successful as the PSI. The results do not show a 
statistically significant effect of the SRCP on school performance. This may partly be due 
to the relatively low weightage accorded to the SRCP in relation to the PSI by policy 
makers.  The PSI was viewed as a flagship program, and was strongly supported by both 
the central government and provincial councils. In contrast, the SRCP was put into 
operation mainly for the purposes of the evaluation. Little effort was made to enable 
schools to use the SRCP mechanisms to obtain information about schools and to seek an 
improvement in institutional performance. 
 
The interaction of the PSI and the SRCP showed insignificant results. This is somewhat 
puzzling, as the PSI alone demonstrated a positive effect. The PSI and SRCP combination 
may have been less successful because school management committees need more time 
and effort to absorb and act on the information received from the SRCPs. This could 
especially be more challenging for poorer communities, which have less educated parents 
and stakeholders. This is an area for further research in the future.  
 
Section Six: Future Development of the Psi And The Srcp For School 
Improvement 
 
Considerable effort and resources have been invested in recent years in decentralizing 
decision making, and in escalating parental and community involvement in the educational 
system through the PSI. The findings of this impact evaluation reveal that the PSI has had 
a positive and significant impact on increasing local community participation in school 
administration, the implementation of school development projects through resources 
raised from local communities, and the cognitive achievement levels of primary school 
students. 
 
The Programme for School Improvement 
 
The following steps seem appropriate to extend and consolidate the reforms supported by 
the PSI: 
 
• Expand the PSI to cover all schools in the country. 
• Consolidate PSI in schools where structures have been established, but activity is low. 
This may require greater clarity in specification of roles, capacity building, and 
continuing personal and monetary support for schools. 
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• Support capacity development to exercise real devolution, as opposed to mere 
decentralization or delegation. This may involve reforms to make teachers more 
accountable to local school communities in such matters as school attendance. 
Eventually, the currently centralized teacher recruitment practices could be devolved to 
the school level. 
• Promote decentralization, not as an end in itself, but as a means through which school-
level decision makers can implement practices that improve teaching and learning. 
• Review regulations regarding School Development Committees and School 
Management Teams to establish their appropriateness for all types and sizes of school. 
• Empower lower levels of governance with clearly defined functions that do not overlap 
with higher levels. This will involve strengthening zonal capacity through training 
programs for advisors and networking of principals. 
• Pay particular attention to schools serving children in socio-economically 
disadvantaged areas, as good governance is indispensable for the marginalized 
(UNESCO, 2008). Deploy additional funding to such schools, commensurate with 
school size, level of schooling provided, special education needs, location, and type of 
school (Ross & Levacic, 1999). 
• Support schools in carving out a dynamic parental involvement program—which, to 
date, has been largely restricted to distal activities—to one in which attention is paid to 
proximal activities. Encourage parents to attend meetings, get involved in school 
committees, engage in voluntary work or make financial and other contributions to 
maintain or improve physical conditions, resources, and services. The program should 
focus on: (a) developing parents’ understanding that the home environment has a 
profound impact on the learning abilities of children and that parents have the power to 
change it; (b) developing parents’ self-confidence and sense of efficacy in establishing 
a home environment that will provide rich learning experiences for children; and (c) 
demonstrating specific behaviors that parents can follow, such as learning how to 
interact with pupils regarding homework, and having students and parents read to each 
other, depending on the age and abilities of the children. (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 
1997). 
• Consider ways to involve parents and other community members to connect with 
disengaged parents. 
• Extend the involvement of communities to contribute to the development of 
“competencies for life”, the “soft skills” or generic skills that are necessary for 
effective functioning in personal life, interpersonal relationships, and 
employment/economic activities (examples: critical and divergent thinking, problem 
solving, creativity, initiative, leadership, responsibility, team work). Some experience 
in community activities is often more relevant and appropriate in developing these 
skills than school-based experience which is often consumed with covering syllabuses 
and preparing students for examinations. Community activities also provide 
opportunities to develop social cohesion through learning to live with others in 
harmony, respecting the diversity of a multi-ethnic, multi-religious, and multi-cultural 
society (see Ministry of Education, 2004b). 
• Schools need support in setting objectives, assessing student achievements, 
determining what learning experiences are necessary to ensure success, and measuring 
and reporting on the outcomes to parents (Caldwell, 2005). To support schools in this 
activity, it is proposed that standardized tests in core curriculum areas which would 
provide normative data are developed and made available to schools for use by 
teachers. 
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• School accountability to parents and communities should be expressed in an annual 
report describing their activities. This should include data on student achievements 
measured by standardized tests. 
 
The School Report Card Programme 
 
The SRCP in its present form has demonstrated little impact on school performance. This 
is not surprising, as it has received scant attention by policy makers. The SRCP could be 
revised so that the information contained in it is used by the SDCs and government 
authorities to improve schools. As a first step, the SDCs and local governments would 
need to be trained in the judicious use of school report cards. Once the SRCP is 
implemented as a full-fledged program, its impact could be carefully studied. It is entirely 
possible that mainstreaming the SRCP in the government reform program would result in 
positive effects at the school level. 
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Annex One 
 
Table 1: Variables Available from the PSI and non-PSI Schools 
Variable Source 2008 Question 
numbers 
2008 Question 
numbers 
  Grade IV Grade IV 
Student Indicators    
Test scores Student test   
Participation in tutoring (tuition) 
classes 
Student questionnaire 22 20 
Time spent studying Parent questionnaire 44 44 
Grade repetition Student questionnaire 31 N/A 
Teacher indicators    
Subject knowledge (test scores) Teacher test   
Classroom supplies (books, texts, 
desks, etc.) 
Teacher questionnaire 15, 22 16, 22 
Teacher training (≥ 14 days in last 
2 years) 
Teacher questionnaire 14 14 
Teacher absences Teacher questionnaire 30 30 
Adequate guides on student 
centered learning 
Teacher questionnaire 40 40 
Teachers allocated funds to buy 
school inputs 
Teacher questionnaire 23 23 
Parental and community 
Indicators 
   
Parent/teacher meeting attendance Parent questionnaire 40 40 
Parent helps child with 
schoolwork 
Parent and Student 
questionnaire  14 (P), 21 (S) 43(P), 19(S) 
Parental expectations of child 
achievement 
Parent questionnaire 50 50 
Parent participation in school 
events 
Parent questionnaire 41 41 
Principal/Section Head/School 
indicators 
   
School management practices Principal questionnaire 35, 36, 39, 42, 
44, 55, 58, 62, 
68, 70, 71, 79 
35, 36, 39, 43, 
45, 52, 55, 60, 
61, 79, 82, 90 
Finances Principal questionnaire 31, 32 32, 33 
School facilities Principal questionnaire 22, 23, 24 
 
23, 24, 25 
Teacher/Principal meetings Section Head 
questionnaire 
8 8 
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of Key Variables 
 
 Child and Parent Control Variables - Grade IV 
            
 Variable Description F-test 1/ Sample 
2006   2008 
 N Mean SD  N Mean SD 
            
            
 
Household 
Income1 
Parent report of household income =1 
if less than 3000, =2 if between 3000-
5000, =3 if between 5001=10,000, =4 
if between 10,001-20,000, =5 if 
between 20,001-30,000, =6 if above 
30,000 
 
Whole sample 2847 1.930 1.167 
 
2345 2.507 1.316 
 
PSI and Report 
Card 
768 1.914 1.156 
 
638 2.524 1.314 
 PSI Only 679 1.897 1.125  567 2.430 1.281 
 Report Card Only 737 1.909 1.184  561 2.621 1.354 
 Control 663 2.008 1.202  579 2.453 1.309 
            
 
Educational 
Expenses3 
Which of the following needs of your 
child’s education do you spend on?  1= 
less than 500, 2=between 500-1000, 3= 
more than 1000.  
 
Whole sample 2923 8.945 5.750  2813 9.366 7.125 
 
PSI and Report 
Card 
790 8.773 5.863  758 9.958 7.421 
 PSI Only 689 8.874 5.249  662 9.330 6.669 
 Report Card Only 761 9.059 5.835  713 8.880 7.317 
 Control 683 9.088 6.007  680 9.249 6.983 
                       
 
1/ F-test for equality of means across groups in 2006: * if difference is statistically significant at 5% level  
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of Key Variables 
 
Teacher Variables - Grade IV 
            
 Variable Description F-test 1/ Sample 
2006   2008 
 N Mean SD  N Mean SD 
                  
 
Teacher Absence 
Number of days teacher 
took leave in 2005 or 
2007 for vacation, 
medical, maternity, no 
pay, other 
 
Whole sample 191 23.558 24.253  191 16.419 19.062 
 PSI and Report Card 48 23.771 22.598  48 18.542 22.471 
 PSI Only 47 22.649 19.121  48 19.031 24.216 
 Report Card Only 47 21.319 22.077  47 14.606 12.509 
 Control 49 26.367 31.575  48 13.458 14.166 
            
 
Homework 
Frequency that the teacher 
gives homework to 
students =3 if always, =2 
if seldom, =1 if once in a 
while 
 
Whole sample 174 2.799 0.443  175 2.743 0.464 
 PSI and Report Card 45 2.778 0.517  44 2.750 0.438 
 PSI Only 47 2.766 0.428  43 2.628 0.536 
 Report Card Only 40 2.800 0.405  44 2.773 0.476 
 Control 42 2.857 0.417  44 2.818 0.390 
            
 
Money 
Teacher’s opinion if 
money was allocated for 
quality inputs for Grade 
IV students in 2005 or 
2007 = 1 if yes, =0 if no 
 
Whole sample 188 0.904 0.295  183 0.956 0.205 
 PSI and Report Card 46 0.913 0.285  47 0.936 0.247 
 PSI Only 46 0.891 0.315  45 0.978 0.149 
 Report Card Only 47 0.894 0.312  44 0.955 0.211 
 Control 49 0.918 0.277  47 0.957 0.204 
                       
 1/ F-test for equality of means across groups in 2006: * if difference is statistically significant at 5% level     
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Table 3: Child and Parent Control Variables – Grade IV 
 Description 2006  2008 
  N Mean SD  N Mean SD 
Gender Child’s report: 1=male, 0= 
female 
2881 0.500 0.500  2687 0.505 0.500 
Sinhala Child’s report:1=yes, 0= no 2859 0.721 0.449  2662 0.739 0.439 
Tamil Child’s report:1=yes, 0= no 2859 0.153 0.360  2662 0.148 0.355 
Other 
Ethnic 
Group 
Child’s report:1=yes, 0= no 2859 0.127 0.333  2662 0.113 0.317 
Household 
Income1 
Parent report of household 
income =1 if less than 3000, 
=2 if between 3000-5000, =3 
if between 5001=10,000, =4 
if between 10,001-20,000, 
=5 if between 20,001-
30,000, =6 if above 30,000 
2847 1.930 1.167 
 
2346 2.507 1.316 
Mother’s 
Education2 
Categorical variable ranging 
from discrete values of 1=15.  
1= post graduate degree, 
15=not attended school   
2843 9.867 2.959 
 
2233 9.399 3.120 
Father’s 
Education2 
Categorical variable ranging 
from discrete values of 1=15.  
1= post graduate degree, 
15=not attended school   
2843 9.503 3.059 
 
2360 9.646 2.977 
Educational 
Expenses1, 3 
Which of the following 
needs of your child’s 
education do you spend on?  
1= less than 500, 2=between 
500-1000, 3= more than 
1000.   
2923 8.945 5.750   2817 9.357 7.126 
Notes: The sample is restricted to include only the schools that were in both rounds of data collection.   
1 In the 2008 parent questionnaire, data were collected from both mothers and fathers.  In case of data from both parents, the household 
income and the educational expenditures data were taken as the average. 
2 In the 2008 parent questionnaire, data were collected from both mothers and fathers.  In case of data from both parents, the father’s 
education was taken from the father’s data and the mother’s education was taken from the mother’s data.   
3 The variable was created by summing across the following expenditure categories:  school fees, transport, books, pens and pencils, 
school uniform, shoes, instruments, additional reading books, hostel fees, repair and maintenance of school buildings, library fees, sports 
equipment, sports functions, concerts, educational tours, societies, other. 
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Table 4: Grade IV Principal Variables 
 Description 2006  2008 
  N Mean SD  N Mean SD 
Principal’s Management of Teachers 
Appraisal Do you have an appraisal 
system for your teachers? 
=1 if yes, =0 if no 
189 .803 .398  143 .853 .356 
Reward Do you have a system of 
rewards for teachers? =1 
if yes, =0 if no 
189 .301 .460  147 .347 .478 
Self 
Evaluation 
Do you have a self- 
evaluation scheme for 
teachers? =1 if yes, =0 if 
no 
189 .577 .495  142 .606 .490 
Activities Have you introduced any 
activities for professional 
development of teachers? 
=1 if yes, =0 if no 
168 .732 .444  143 .755 .431 
Review Do you review 
performance and monitor 
progress of your school? 
=1 if yes, =0 if no 
185 .768 .424  139 .842 .366 
Observe How often do you 
observe teaching =1 if 
daily, =2 if weekly, =3 if 
fortnightly, =4 if 
monthly, =5 if 
occasionally 
188 2.872 1.532  143 2.783 1.3222 
Principal’s Management of School Needs 
Project Did you undertake any 
project, programs or 
repair without financial 
assistance from the 
Central Government or 
Provincial Government in 
2005 or 2007?  =1 if yes, 
=0 if no 
185 .405 .492  146 .500 .502 
Needs 
Analysis 
Have you done a need 
analysis for your school? 
=1 if yes, =0 if no 
197 .914 .281  149 .946 .226 
Priorities Have you prioritized the 
needs that you have 
identified? =1 if yes, =0 if 
no 
197 .914 .281  148 .912 .284 
Long-
Term Plan 
Do you have a long term 
(2005) or 5 year plan 
(2007)? =1 if yes, =0 if 
194 .814 .390  149 .966 .181 
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no 
Formed 
School 
Dev. 
Committee 
Have you formed a 
School Development 
Committee in your 
school? =1 if yes, =0 if no 
191 .780 .412  105 .826 .379 
Financial Assistance Received  
Facility 
Fees 
Level received: 
3=highest, 2=average, 1 = 
not enough 
177 1.4011 .546  136 1.419 .524 
School 
Dev. 
Society 
Level received: 
3=highest, 2=average, 1 = 
not enough 
189 1.354 .511  148 1.426 .561 
Past Pupil 
Assoc. 
Level received: 
3=highest, 2=average, 1 = 
not enough 
171 1.094 .347  133 1.053 .256 
Other Level received: 
3=highest, 2=average, 1 = 
not enough 
174 1.115 .354  138 1.159 .267 
NGO Level received: 
3=highest, 2=average, 1 = 
not enough 
175 1.183 .416  156 1.110 .314 
State 
Assistance 
Level received: 
3=highest, 2=average, 1 = 
not enough 
193 2.316 .558  148 2.399 .491 
Note: The sample is restricted to include only the schools that were in both rounds of data collection for Grade IV.  
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Annex Two 
 
Analytical Methodology 
 
The objective of this paper is to estimate the average treatment effect for students in the 
200 Sri Lankan schools that were assigned to either a “program” group or a “control” 
group.  More specifically, this paper attempts to estimate the impact of the PSI and the 
SRCP on Sri Lankan students’ educational outcomes.  This section explains the 
methodology used, highlighting the assumptions needed to ensure unbiased estimation of 
average treatment effects. 
 
To begin, consider the case of a single program to be evaluated.  Let Yi(1) denote the value 
of Y, an outcome variable of interest, if student i is enrolled in a school that participates in 
the program, and let Yi(0) denote the value of Y if student i is enrolled in a school that 
does not participate in the program.  The average treatment effect can be defined as: 
 
ATE = E[Yi(1) – Yi(0)] (1) 
 
Since ATE is not conditional on any student characteristic, “student i” represents the 
“average student” in the population of students who attend the program and control 
schools. 
 
This paper estimates the impact of the program using a standard “double difference” 
estimator.  To see how this estimator works, assume that Yi(0) is determined as follows: 
Yi(0) = α + βTi + 
S
1s=
Σ γsGis + εi  (2) 
 
Where Ti is a time dummy variable that equals 0 for the year 2006 and equals 1 for the 
year 2008, Gis is a set of dummy variables for each of the 200 schools that equal 1 if 
student i is enrolled in school s (and equal 0 otherwise), and εi is a residual term that 
measures student specific deviations from the school means, which are measured by the γs 
parameters.  Thus, for each school this definition of εi implies that E[εi] = 0.  Finally, 
assume that εi is independent of the Ti and Gis variables.9
 
 
 
In fact, ATE could vary depending on how long the program has been operating.  The data 
from 2008 can be used to measure the impact of the program after two years, so in fact this 
paper estimates the average treatment effect after almost two years, which can be defined 
as: 
ATE (2 years) = E[(Yi(1) – Yi (0))| Ti = 1] (3) 
 
1. Where Ti = 1 simply indicates the impact of the program in 2008, i.e., two years 
after the program commenced.  
  
                                                     
9 Since εi is defined as the within-school deviation from school means, it is uncorrelated with the Gis variables (as those variables 
do not vary within schools); note that independence is a somewhat stronger assumption than lack of correlation.  The assumption that εi 
is independent of Ti holds if εi does not change over time, but this independence assumption does not necessarily imply (does not 
require) that εi is unchanged over time.  
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The goal of this paper is to estimate the expression in equation (3).  The standard double 
difference estimator assumes that the impact of the program after a given amount of time is 
the same for all observations.  Denoting this program impact by τ, this assumption implies 
the following relationship between Yi(1) and Yi(0): 
 
Yi(1) = Yi(0) + τ = α + βTi + 
S
1s=
Σ γsGis + εi + τ     for all i (4) 
Where the expression after the second equality simply uses equation (2).  The assumption 
that τ does not vary over students is a strong assumption that is made here primarily for 
convenience. The implications of it not holding will be discussed below.  
 
Suppose that data are available only for the year 2008.  It is not possible to estimate the 
average treatment effect after two years, denoted by ATE (2 years), without making further 
assumptions.  With data only from 2008, one observes Yi(1) for students in schools that 
participated in program and Yi(0) for students in schools that did not participate.  Let Yi 
denote the observed value of Y in 2008 for student i, so that for students in schools that do 
not participate in the program Yi = Yi(0), and for students in schools that do participate in 
the program Yi = Yi(1).  The most obvious way to estimate ATE (2 years) is to use 
observed data on Y, that is Yi, for students in schools that participated in the program to 
estimate E[Yi(1)] and to use observed data on Y for students in schools that did not 
participate in the program to estimate E[Yi(0)], yet this could lead to bias if the 
“assignment” of schools to be treatment and control schools was not random.  For 
example, if the schools that participated in the program had better than average students 
(which implies that the schools that did not participate had worse than average students), 
then this approach would overestimate ATE (2 years), and if these schools had worse than 
average students than it would underestimate ATE (2 years).    
 
However, if the assignment of schools to be treatment and control schools is uncorrelated 
with Yi(1) and Yi(0), then the following holds: 
 
E[Yi(1) |Ti = 1] = E[Yi(1)| Ti = 1, Wi = 1]     (5) 
E[Yi(0) |Ti = 1] = E[Yi(0)| Ti = 1, Wi = 0] 
   
Where the variable W denotes program participation, so that Wi = 1 indicates that student i 
is enrolled in a program school and Wi = 0 indicates that student i is enrolled in a control 
school. 
 
Since both E[Yi(1)| Ti = 1, Wi = 1] and E  [Yi(0)| Ti = 1, Wi = 0] are observed in the data 
from 2008, the assumption in equation (5) allows one to estimate the average treatment 
effect after two years as follows: 
A Tˆ E (2 years) = E [Yi(1)| Ti = 1, Wi = 1] – E [Yi(0)| Ti = 1, Wi = 0] (6) 
 
If the assignment of schools to the treatment and control groups was not randomized, then 
the estimate in equation (6) of the average treatment effect could be biased.  To see the 
source of bias more directly, insert the equations for Yi(0) and Yi(1) from (2) and (4) into 
equation (6): 
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A Tˆ E (2 years) = E [α + βTi +
S
1s=
Σ γsGis + τ + εi |Ti = 1, Wi = 1] – E [α + βTi +
S
1s=
Σ γsGis + 
εi |Ti = 1, Wi = 0]   (6′) 
 
Note that the assumption that εi is the within-school deviation from the school means 
implies that it is uncorrelated with any variable that does not vary within schools, which 
implies that E[εi| Wi] = 0 and  that E[εi |Ti = 1, Wi = 1] = E[εi |Ti = 1, Wi = 1] = 0.  Then we 
can write: 
 
A Tˆ E (2 years) = α + β + E[
S
1s=
Σ γsGis|Ti = 1, Wi = 1] + τ – (α + β + E[
S
1s=
Σ γsGis|Ti = 1, Wi 
= 0])     (6′′) 
= τ +  E [
S
1s=
Σ γsGis|Ti = 1, Wi = 1] – E [
S
1s=
Σ γsGis|Ti = 1, Wi = 0]  
 
If Wi had been randomly assigned, then the two expectation terms in the last line of (6′′) 
both equal E [Gis|Ti = 1] and so cancel each other out, so A Tˆ E (2 years) is an unbiased 
estimate of τ (since A Tˆ E(2 yrs) = τ).  However, if they are not randomly assigned, so that 
certain types of schools, as indicated by the Gis dummy variables, are correlated with Wi, 
then the two expectation terms are not equal and A Tˆ E (2 years) is a biased estimate of τ.   
 
Double difference estimation gets around the problem that Wi may be correlated with the 
Gis dummy variables by using data from before the program started (in this context, data 
from 2006) and by assuming that the associated γs parameters do not change over time.  
The double difference estimator can be defined as: 
 
A Tˆ EDD (2 years) = {E [Yi(1)| Ti = 1, Wi = 1] – E [Yi(0)| Ti = 0, Wi = 1]} (7) 
- {E [Yi(0)| Ti = 1, Wi = 0] – E [Yi(0)| Ti = 0, Wi = 0]} 
 
Intuitively, this estimator compares the change over time in Yi for students in schools that 
started participating in the program between 2006 and 2008 with the change over time in 
Yi for students in schools that did not participate in the program at any time between 2006 
and 2008. 
  
To see why this estimator is unbiased given the above assumptions, substitute equations 
(2) and (4) into (7): 
 
A Tˆ EDD (2 years) = {E[α + βTi +
S
1s=
Σ γsGis + τ + εi| Ti = 1, Wi = 1] – E[α + βTi +
S
1s=
Σ γsGis + εi |  
Ti = 0, Wi = 1]}   (7′) 
- {E[α + βTi +
S
1s=
Σ γsGis + εi| Ti = 1, Wi = 0] – E[α + βTi +
S
1s=
Σ γsGis + εi| Ti = 0, Wi = 0]} 
= {α + β + τ + E[
S
1s=
Σ γsGis| Ti = 1, Wi = 1] – α - E[
S
1s=
Σ γsGis| Ti = 0, Wi = 1]} 
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- {α + β + E[
S
1s=
Σ γsGis| Ti = 1, Wi = 0] – α -
S
1s=
Σ γsGis| Ti = 0, Wi = 0]} 
= {β + 
1Ws =∈
Σ Gis + τ - 
1Ws =∈
Σ Gis} - {β + 
0Ws =∈
Σ Gis - 
0Ws =∈
Σ Gis} 
= (β + τ – β) = τ  
 
Another potential benefit of double difference estimation is that it is likely to provide more 
precise estimates (in the statistical sense of having a lower standard error) than estimates 
that are based on 2008 data only, even if the latter estimates are not biased. 
 
Using these assumptions for double difference estimation, it is convenient to estimate τ 
using OLS regression.  The regression equation is: 
 
Yit = α + βTi +
S
1s=
Σ γsGis + τ(Ti×Wi) + εi  (8) 
  
Where Yit is the observed value of Y for student i at time t (2006 or 2008).  In this 
regression, β estimates the “general” change in Yi over time for all students, and τ 
estimates the impact of the program.   
 
 
In fact, two distinct programs were implemented in the 200 schools analyzed in this paper, 
the PSI and the SRCP, with one-fourth of the schools having adopted both programs, 
which can be thought of as a third treatment.  Equation (8) can be extended to the case 
where three distinct programs are assessed: 
 
Yit = α + βTi +
S
1s=
Σ γsGis + τ1(Ti×W1i) + τ2(Ti×W2i) + τ3(Ti×W3i) + εi   (8′) 
In this regression W1i is a dummy variable that indicates whether student i attends a school 
that participated in the first program, and W2i and W3i indicate whether student i attends a 
school that participated in the second or the third program, respectively.  Similarly, τ1, τ2 
and τ3 estimate the impacts of the first, second and third programs.  The S γs terms are 
school fixed effects.10
 
 
                                                     
10 In many double difference estimates the same students are observed over time, which allows the regression equation to use the 
change in the students’ test scores over time as the dependent variable, which automatically differences out school fixed effects, and 
indeed, student fixed effects.  Yet, our test score data from Sri Lanka are from different students in different years, although from the 
same schools, so we need to explicitly include school fixed effects in the regression equation. 
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